We haven't moved beyond lamenting these problems, because we have failed to stop and ask some essential questions: Just what are tests meant to do? Whose purposes do they (and should they) serve?
Are large-scale testing programs neces sary? When are tests that are designed to monitor accountability harmful to the educational process? Need they be so in trusive? Is there an approach to uphold ing and examining a school's standards that might actually aid learning?
But we won't get far in answering these questions until we ask the most basic one: What is a true test? I propose a radical answer, in the sense of a return to the roots; we have lost sight of the fact that a true test of intellectual ability requires the perforimance of exemplary tasks. First, authentic assessments replicate the chal lenges and standards of performance that typically face writers, businesspeople, sci
As long as we hold simplistic monitoring tests to be adequate models of and incentives for reaching national intellectual standards, Mr. Wiggins warns, student performance, teaching, and our thinking and discussion about assessment will remain flaccid and uninspired. A genuine test of intellectual achieve ment doesn't merely check "standardized" work in a mechanical way. It reveals achievement on the essentials, even if they are not easily quantified. In other words, an authentic test not only reveals student achievement to the examiner, but also re veals to the test-taker the actual chal lenges and standards of the field.
To use a medical metaphor, our con fusion over the uses of standardized tests is akin to mistaking pulse rate for the to tal effect of a healthful regimen. Stan dardized tests have no more effect on a student's intellectual health than taking a pulse has on a patient's physical health. If we want standardized tests to be au thentic, to help students learn about them selves and about the subject matter or field being tested, they must become more than merely indicators of one superficial symp tom.
Reform begins, then, by recognizing that the test is central to instruction. Any tests and final exams inevitably cast their shadows on all prior work. Thus they not only monitor standards, but also set them.
Students acknowledge this truth with their plaintive query, Is this going to be on the test? And their instincts are correct; we should not feel despair about such a view. The test always sets the de facto standards of a school despite whatever else is proclaimed. A school should "teach to the test." The catch is that the test must of fer students a genuine intellectual chal lenge, and teachers must be involved in designing the test if it is to be an effec tive point of leverage.
SETTING STANDARDS
We need to recognize from the out set that the problems we face are more ecological (i.e., political, structural, and economic) than technical. For example, Norman Frederiksen, a senior research er with the Educational Testing Service (ETS), notes that "situational tests are not widely used in testing programs because of considerations having to do with cost and efficiency."2 In order to overcome the resistance to using such situational tests, we must make a powerful case to the public (and to teachers habituated to short-answer tests as an adequate meas ure of ability) that a standardized test of intellectual ability is a contradiction in terms. We must show that influential "'monitoring" tests are so irrelevant (and even harmful) to genuine intellectual stan dards that their cost -to student learn ing and teacher professionalism -is too high, however financially efficient they may be as a means of gathering data. with no way of gauging a student's abili ty to make progress over time. We typically learn too much about a student's short-term recall and too little about what is most important: a student's habits of mind. In talking about habits of mind, I mean something more substan tive than "process" skills divorced from context -the formalism decried by E. D. Hirsch and others. For example, a new concept -say, irony or the formu la F = ma -can be learned as a habit or disposition of mind for effortlessly handling information that had previous ly been confusing.10 As the word habit implies, if we are serious about having students display thoughtful control over ideas, a single performance is inadequate. We need to observe students' repertoires, not rote catechisms coughed up in re sponse to pat questions.
The problem is more serious than it first appears. The difficulty of learning lies in the breaking of natural but dys functional habits. The often-strange qual ity of new knowledge can cause us to un wittingly misunderstand new ideas by as similating them into our old conceptions; this is particularly true when instruction is only verbal. That is why so many stu dents who do well on school tests seem so thoughtless and incompetent in solv ing real-world problems. For example, the research done at Johns Hopkins Uni versity demonstrates how precarious and illusory "knowledge" of physics really is, when even well-trained students habitu ally invoke erroneous but plausible ideas about force on certain problems."1 The true test is so central to instruc tion that it is known from the start and repeatedly taken because it is both cen tral and complex -equivalent to the game to be played or the musical piece to be performed. The true test of abili ty is to perform consistently well tasks whose criteria for success are known and valued. By contrast, questions on standardized tests are usually kept "se cure," hidden from students and teachers, Table  1 No one is the all-around winner.
The NAEP scorer gave the answer a score of 1. Given the criteria, we can see why. The student failed to give an ex planation or any numerical calculations to support the answer.
But could that answer somehow be apt in the mind of the student? Could it be that the 9-year-old deliberately 13. Ask: "Is there any other meth od?" If student does not suggest using C = itd, prompt with, Would it help to measure the diameter of the circle?"
The scoring system works as follows: 1) unaided success; 2) success following one prompt from the tester; 3) success following a series of prompts; 4) teach ing by the tester, prompts unsuccessful; 5) an unsuccessful response, and tester did not prompt or teach; 6) an unsuc cessful response despite prompting and teaching; 7) question not given; and 8) unaided success where student correct ed an unsuccessful attempt without help. The "successful" responses were com bined into two larger categories called "unaided success" and "aided success," with percentages given for each.24
The Australians for years have used similar tasks and similarly trained teach ers to conduct district-and statewide assessments in academic subject areas (much as we do in this country with the Advanced Placement exams). Teachers give tests made up of questions drawn from banks of agreed-upon items and then mark them. Reliability is achieved through a process called "moderation," in which teachers of the same subjects gath er to compare results and to set criteria for grading.
To insure that professionalization is aided, not undermined, by national test ing, the process of "group moderation" has been made a central feature of the proposed new national assessment system in Great Britain. The tests wil.l be both teacher-given and standardized. But what is so admirable -and equitable -is that A first task of a moderation group would be to examine how well the pat terns of the two matched for each group of pupils [comparing percentages of students assigned to each level].... The meeting could then go on to ex plore discrepancies in the pattern of particular schools or groups, using samples of pupils' work and knowledge of the circumstances of schools. The group moderation would first explore any general lack of matching between the overall teacher rating distribution and the overall distribution of results on the national tests. The general aim would be to adjust the overall teacher rating results to match the overall re sults of the national tests; if the group were to have clear and agreed reasons for not doing this, these should be reported ... [and] departures could be approved if the group as a whole could be convinced that they were justified in particular cases.25 (Emphasis added) At the school-site level in the U.S., we might consider the need for an oversight process akin to group moderation to in sure that students are not subject to ec centric testing and grading -a commit tee on testing standards, for example. In short, what group moderation can pro vide is the kind of on-going professional development that teachers need and de sire. Both equity in testing and reform of schooling ultimately depend on a more open and consensual process of establish ing and upholding schoolwide standards. A number of reasons are often cited for retaining "objective" tests (the design of which is usually quite "subjective"'), among them: the unreliability of teacher created tests and the subjectivity of hu man judgment. However, reliability is only a problem when judges operate in private and without shared criteria. In fact, multiple judges, when properly trained to assess actual student perform ance using agreed-upon criteria, display a high degree of inter-rater reliability. In the Connecticut foreign language test de scribed above, on the thousands of stu dent tests given, two judges using a four point scoring system agreed on a student's score 85% of the time.26 Criticisms of Advanced Placement exams that contain essay questions usually focus on the cost of scoring, not on problems of inter-rater reliability. Inadequate testing technolo gy is a red herring. The real problem standing in the way of developing more authentic assessment with collaborative standard-setting is the lack of will to in vest the necessary time and money.
True criterion-referenced tests and di ploma requirements, though difficult to frame in performance standards, are es sential for establishing an effective and just education system. We must over come the lazy habit of grading and scor ing "on the curve" as a cheap way of set ting and upholding standards. Such a practice is unrelated to any agreed-upon intellectual standards and can reveal only where students stand in relation to one another. It tells us nothing about where they ought to be. Moreover, students are left with only a letter or number -with nothing to learn from.
Consider, too, that the bell-shaped curve is an intended result in designing a means of scoring a test, not some co incidental statistical result of a mass test ing. Norm-referenced tests, be they lo cally or nationally normed, operate un der the assumption that teachers have no effect -or only a random effect -on students.
There is nothing sacred about the normal curve. It is the distribution most appropriate to chance and random ac tivity. Education is a purposeful activi ty, and we seek to have the students learn what we have to teach. . . . [W]e may even insist that our efforts are un successful to the extent that the distri bution of achievement approximates the normal distribution.27
In addition, such scoring insures that, by design, at least half of the student population is always made to feel inept and discouraged about their work, while the other half often has a feeling of achievement that is illusory. Grading on a curve in the classroom is even less justifiable. There is no sta tistical validity to the practice, and it allows teachers to continually bypass the harder but more fruitful work of setting and teaching performance criteria from which better learning would follow.
To throughout to the test's "face" and "eco logical" validity.)
As I said at the outset, we need a new philosophy of assessment in this country that never loses sight of the student. To build such an assessment, we need to re turn to the roots of authentic assessment, the assessment of performance of exem plary tasks. We might start by adopting the manifesto in the introduction of the new national assessment report in Great Britain, a plan that places the interests of students and teachers first: Any system of assessment should satisfy general criteria. For the purpose of national assessment we give priori ty to the following four criteria: * the assessment results should give direct information about pupils' achievement in relation to objectives: they should be criterion-referenced; * the results should provide a basis for decisions about pupils' further learning needs: they should be forma tive; * the grades should be capable of comparison across classes and schools . . .so the assessments should be calibrated or moderated; * the ways in which criteria are set up and used should relate to expected routes of educational development, giv ing some continuity to a pupil's assess ment at different ages: the assessments should relate to progression.37
The task is to define reliable assess ment in a different way, committing or reallocating the time and money needed to obtain more authentic and equitable tests within schools. As the British pro posals imply, the professionalization of teaching begins with the freedom and re sponsibility to set and uphold clear, ap propriate standards -a feat that is im possible when tests are seen as onerous add-ons for "accountability" and are de signed externally (and in secret) or ad ministered internally in the last few days of a semester or year.
The redesign of testing is thus linked to the restructuring of schools. The re structuring must be built around intellec tual standards, however, not just around issues involving governance, as has too often been the case so far. Authentic re structuring depends on continually ask ing a series of questions: What new meth ods, materials, and schedules are re quired to test and teach habits of mind? What structures, incentives, and policies will insure that a school's standards will be known, reflected in teaching and test design, coherent schoolwide, and high enough but still reachable by most stu dents? Who will monitor for teachers' failure to comply? And what response to such failure is appropriate? How schools frame diploma requirements, how the schedule supports a school's aims, how job descriptions are written, how hiring is carried out, how syllabi and exams are designed, how the grading system rein forces standards, and how teachers po lice themselves are all inseparable from the reform of assessment.
Authentic tests must come to be seen as so essential that they justify disrupt ing the habits and spending practices of conventional schoolkeeping. Otherwise standards will simply be idealized, not made tangible. Nor is it "soft-hearted" to worry primarily about the interests of stu dents and teachers: reform has little to do with pandering and everything to do with the requirements for effective learning and self-betterment. There are, of course, legitimate reasons for taking the intellec tual pulse of students, schools, or school systems through standardized tests, par ticularly when the results are used as an "anchor" for school-based assessment (as the British propose). But testing through matrix sampling and other less intrusive methods can and should be more often used.
Only such a humane and intellectually valid approach to evaluation can help us insure progress toward national intellec tual fitness. As long as we hold simplis tic monitoring tests to be adequate models of and incentives for reaching our in tellectual standards, student performance, teaching, and our thiinking and discussion
